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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY ¢S
REGION V ;/;/,;,

IN MATTER OF:
AIMINISTRATIVE ORDER

PURSUANT TO SECTION 106

OF THE COMPREHENSIVE

ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE,
OOMPENSATION, AND

LIABILITY ACT OF 1980, RESPONDENTS:

HAGEN FARM SUPERFUND SITE
DANE COUNTY, WISCONSIN

N’ Sl N t? t? it S Nl N s Nl N s Nt Nt S Ncat®

AS AMENDED

WASTE MANAGFMENT OF WISCONSIN,
INCORPORATED,

and
UNIROYAL PIASTICS COMPANY,
INCORPORATED.

T.
PREAMBLE

The following Administrative Order ("Order") is issued on this date to
the Respondents pursuant to the authority vested in the President of the
United States by Section 106(a) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, 42 U.S.C. Section 9606(a), as amended
by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986, Pub. L. 99-499
("CERCIA"), and delegated to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ("U.S.
EPA" or "Agency") by Executive Order No. 12580, January 23, 1987, 52 Federal
Register 2923, and further delegated to the Regional Administrator by U.S. EPA
Delegation No. 14-14-B, issued February 26, 1987, and further delegated to the
Director of the Waste Management Division, Region V by Delegation No. 14-14-B,
issued September 14, 1987. Pursuant to Section 106(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.
Section 9606(a), notic: of issuance of this Order has been given to the State

of Wisconsin.



This Administrative O:der requires the Respondents, and each of them, to
undertake remedial action activities at the Hagen Farm site located in Dane
County, Wisconsin, and described in greater detail below, (the "Facility"), to
abate an imminent and substantial endangerment to the public health or welfare
or the enviromment that may be presented by the release or threat of a release
of hazardous substances present at the Facility. |

II. N
PARTTES BOUND

This Administrative Order applies to and is binding upon the
Respondents, their successors and assigns. The Respondents shall provide a
copy of this Administrative Order to each engineer or contractor hired to
perform the work required by this Administrative Order. The Respondents shall
also require that any contractor provide a copy of this Administrative Order
to each subcontractor retained to perform any part of the work required by
this Administrative Order.

IIT.
DEFINITIONS

Whenever the following terms are used in this Administrative Order or
the Appendices attached hereto, the definitions specified in this Section
shall apply: |

A. "CERCIA" means the Comprehensive Envirornmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended by the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986, Pub. L. 99-499.

B. "Engineer(s)" means the company or companies retained by the
Respondents to prepare the plans and implement the remedial action required

pursuant to this Administrative Order.
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C. "Facility" means the "facility" as that term is defined at Section
101(9) of CERCIA, 42 U.S.C. Section 9601(9), where disposal of hazardous
substances was conducted; which Facility is located in Dane County, Wisconsin,
and is known as the Hagen Farm Superfund Site.

D. "Hazardous substance" shall have the meaning provided in Section
101(14) of CERCIA, 42 U.S.C. Section 9601(14).

E. "WDNR" means the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources.

F. "National Contingency Plan" shall be used as that term is used in
Section 105 of CERCIA, 42 U.S.C. Section 9605.

G. "Operable Unit" as it applies to this Facility is a source control
action for remediation of on-site wastes and contaminated sub-surface soils.

H. "Parties" means the United States of America and the Respondents.

I. "“Record of Decision" or "ROD" means the U.S. EPA approved remedy
selected to be implemented at the Facility, signed by the Regional
Administrator of U.S. EPA, Region V, on September 17, 1990, concurred in by
the State, and attached as Appendix I.

J. '"Respondents" means Waste Management of Wisconsin, Incorporated
("WMWI") and Uniroyal Plastics Company, Incorporated ("Uniroyal).

K. "Response Costs" means any costs incurred by U.S. EPA pursuant to 42
U.S.C. Sections 9601 et seq.

L. "Section 106 Administrative Record" means the Administrative Record
which includes all documents Aconsidered or relied upon by U.S. EPA in
preparation of this Administrative Order. The Section 106 Administrative
Record Index is a listing of all documents included in the Section 106 Record,
as set forth in Appendix II.

M. U"State" means the State of Wisconsin.
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N. "United States" means the United States of America.
0. "Work" means the activities to be undertaken by Respondents in
accordance with this Administrative Order and appendices hereto.
Iv.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND DETERMINATIONS

A. The Hagen Farm site is a Facility within the meaning of Section -
101(9) of CERCIA, 42 U.S.C. Section 9601(9). The Facility is located at 2318
County highway A, Dane County, Wisconsin.

B. The Facility consists of a total of approximately 10 acres in an
area of rural surrounding that is dominated largely by sand and gravel mining
and agriculture. Soil and gravel mining operations are located northwest,
northeast and south of the Facility. The Stoughton Airfield is located
adjacent to the northwest corner of the Facility. County Highway "A" passes
just south of the Facility.

C. The Facility was operated as a sand and gravel pit prior to the late
1950s. The gravel pit then used for disposal of waste material from the late
1950s to the mid-1960s. The former disposal area encompasses approximately
five acres of land located in the southwestern portion of the Facility which
previously had been used as a gravel quarry. The quarry was believed to be
approximately 14 to 18 feet deep at the time of waste disposal. The Facility
operator accepted municipal wastes, waste solvents and other various organic
materials including acetone, butyl acetate, 1-2-dichloroethylene,
tetrahydrofuran, solid vinyl, sludge material containing methylethyl ketone
and xylenes, and toluene. In a 103(c) notification submitted to the U.S. EPA

by Uniroyal, Inc., in June 1981, Uniroyal indicated that F003 and F005 wastes,
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which are hazardous wastes within the meaning of the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act ("RCRA"), 42 U.S.C. 6901, also were disposed of at the Facility.

D. During the period that the Facility was operated as a
disposal facility, the property was owned by Nora Sundby, who is now deceased.
The Facility was operated by City Disposal Corporation ("City Disposal"), an
antecedent corporation of Waste Management of Wisconsin (“WMWI"). City -
Disposal was also the transporter of much of the waste that was deposited at
the Facility. On November 30, 1977, the Facility was conveyed by the estate
of Ms. Sundby to Orrin N. and Ida Mae Hagen. On February 24, 1987, Orrin
Hagen conveyed ownership of the Facility to WMWI. The Facility property is
currently owned by WMWI. The U.S. Rubber Company Plant at Stoughton,
Wisconsin, generated industrial waste, some of which was disposed at the
Facility from sometime in 1962 until August of 1966. The U.S. Rubber Company
subsequently changed its name to Uniroyal, Incorporated. The Stoughton plant
is now owned and operated by Uniroyal Plastics Company, Inc., which is the
successor in interest to Uniroyal, Inc. in this matter. Waste materials
generated at the Stoughton plant which were or may have been disposed at the
Facility included solid chunks of vinyl and some organic solvents, such as
toluene, acetone, xylene, tetrahydrofuran, and methyl ethyl ketone.

E. Beginning in November 1980, in response to complaints received from
local residents, the WDNR began conducting groundwater sampling at nearby
private water supply wells. Sampling of the on-Site monitoring wells during
the period 1980-1986 indicated certain organic compounds were present in the
groundwater, including benzene, ethylbenzene, tetrahydrofuran, xylenes, and
toluene. In addition, nearby private water supplies on adjacent properties

have also shown detectable levels of volatile organic compounds ("VOCs"). The
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private wells located on the Facility had been impacted by acetone,
tetrahydrofuran, vinyl chloride, xylene, trans 1,2-dichlorethene, and
trichloroethylene.

F. In 1983, the State of Wisconsin brought an enforcement
action for abatement of a public nuisance against WMWI and Uniroyal. At the
same time, nearby residents at the Facility brought a civil action against *
WMWI and Uniroyal, seeking civil damages for reduced property values and
potential health hazards resulting from groundwater and well contamination.
The State of Wisconsin obtained a dismissal of its 1983 enforcement action
against WMWI and Uniroyal after the Facility was listed on the National
Priorities List ("NPL"). In 1986, the parties to civil litigation brought by

the nearby residents to the Facility against WMWI and Uniroyal reached a

- settlement.

G. The Facility was proposed for inclusion on the NPL on September 18,
1985. The Facility was placed on the NPL in July of 1987. Subsequently, WMWI
and Uniroyal, the two Respondents named by U.S. EPA in connection with the
Facility to date, entered into an Administrative Order by Consent (U.S. EPA
Docket No. VW 87-C-016, dated September 14, 1987) (the "Consent Order") with
the U.S. EPA and the WINR. In the Consent Order, WMWI and Uniroyal agreed to
conduct a Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study ("RI/FS") at the
Facility. Accordingly, in July of 1988, upon U.S. EPA approval, in
consultation with the WDNR, of the required Work Plans, fieldwork at the
Facility commenced.

H. Two operable units, which are being conducted concurrently, have
been defined for the Facility. Operable Unit ("0U") I, which is the Source

Control Operable Unit ("SOOU"), is intended to address waste refuse and sub-
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surface soils ("Waste/sub-Soils") at disposal area A and the two smaller
disposal areas B and C. OU II, which is the Groundwater Control Operable Unit
("Goou"), is intended to address the contaminated groundwater at the Facility.
The OU approach was agreed upon after discussions among U.S. EPA, WDNR, and
Respondents during the early phase of the implementation of the Work Plan for
the RI. h

I. The RI for the SOOU was completed in early 1989, and the Technical
Memorandum for the SOOU was submitted in March 1989. The RI for the GOOU was
initiated in July 1989 and the Technical Memorandum for GOCOU was submitted in
February 1990. Currently, additional field activities to define the extent of
plume migration are ongoing. The RI report for the GCOU, including the
Endangerment Assessment, is scheduled for completion in July 1991. The ROD
for the GOOU is scheduled for early 1992.

J. In June, 1990, U.S. EPA provided the FS and the Proposed Plan for
the source control remedial action to the public. An opportunity for public
comment was provided. Comments were to be submitted in writing to the U.S.
EPA by August 10, 1990, or orally at the public meeting held in Stoughton,
Wisconsin, on August 2, 1990. The Respondents were allowed to submit comments
on the Proposed Plan for the final remedy during this public comment period.

K. Considering the Proposed Plan for remedial action and the public
comments received, U.S. EPA, with concurrence by the State, selected a source
control remedy for remediation of on-site waste and sub—-surface soils at the
Facility. U.S. EPA's decision is summarized in the Record of Decision ("ROD")
signed by the U.S. EPA Administrator, Region V, on September 17, 1990. The
ROD is attached as Appendix I. The selected remedy includes the following:

consolidation of non-native materials from disposal areas B and C into
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disposal area A with subsequent backfilling of disposal areas B and C with
clean soil material; installation of a WINR NR 504 solid waste cap over
disposal area A after consolidation; In-situ vapor extraction of the waste
refuse and sub-surface soils in disposal area A; off-gas treatment through
carbon adsorption; installation and maintenance of a fence around disposal
areas A, B, and C during remedial activities; and deed and access restrictiond
to prevent installation of drinking water wells within vicinity of the
disposal areas and to protect the cap.

L. U.S. EPA's ROD includes a discussion of U.S. EPA's reasons for the
selection of the source control remedy. The remedial action ("RA") has been
determined to be a cost-effective remedial action which provides adequate
protection of public health, welfare, and the enviromment, and meets all
Federal and more stringent State ARARs.

M. Contaminants are being released to the enviromment through the
following pathways: volatilization of contaminants through the soil to the
air; direct contact; and release of contaminants from waste, and soils to the
groundwater. These releases provide potential for exposure to humans as well
as terrestrial and aquatic life.

N. Analyses of soils, waste, and fill materials performed during the RI
revealed the presence of numerous hazardous substances as defined in Section
101(14) of CERCIA, including ethylbenzene, toluene, xylene, 2-butanone,
tetrahydrofuran, vinyl chloride, arsenic, lead, and mercury. These
contaminants are present in the subsurface soils at and above the water table
and continue to be released into the groundwater. Some compounds detected in
the soils and waste and their associated maximm concentrations are listed

below.
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WASTE AND SOIL ANALYTICAL DATA

(ug/kg)
Chemical Maximum
SEMI-VOIATILES
Naphthalene 46 -
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 280
Diethylphthalate 48
Di-n-Butylphthalate 690
Fluoranthene 67
Butylbenzylphthalate 18,000
bis (2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate 120,000
Di-n-Octyl Phthalate 5,300
Phenanthrene 67
Unknown Semivolatiles 1,261,985
PESTICIDES/PCBS
Dieldrin 11.6
4,4'-DDE 18.2
4,4'-DDD 128
4,4'-DDT 19.2
PCB-1248 338
PCB-1254 222
PCB-1242 284

0. Preliminary data developed during analyses of the groundwater
performed during the RI for the SOOU revealed the presence of numerous
hazardous substances as defined in Section 101(14) of CERCIA, including
ethylbenzene, toluene, xylene, tetrahydrofuran, 2-Butanone,

and metals. Some
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compounds detected in groundwater and their associated maximum concentrations
are listed below.

GROUNDWATER ANALYTTCAI, DATA

(ug/1)
Chemical Maximum
VOLATTIES
2-Butanone 4,400,000
Ethylbenzene 4,400
Tetrahydrofuran 630,000
Toluene 550
Vinyl chloride 77
Total Xylenes 35,000
SEMI-VOIATILES
Naphthalene 8
1, 4-Dichlorobenzene 10
Diethylphthalate 5
Phenol 5,600
Benzoic Acid 29,000
Benzyl Alcohol 26
bis (2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate 34
Di-n-Octyl Phthalate 5
4-Chloro-3-Methylphenol 7
2,4-Dimethylphenol 330
4-Methylphenol 6,100
Bis (2-Chloroisopropyl)Ether 19
METALS
Arsenic 25.2

Barium 1,570
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Iead 6
Mercury 6.5
This preliminary groundwater data indicates that the landfill that is part of
this Facility is the source of the contamination found in the groundwater.
U.S. EPA anticipates that data regarding contamination of the groundwater will
be further developed during the RI for the GOOU. -

P. From the late 1950s to the mid-1960s "hazardous substances" as
defined in Section 101(14), of CERCIA, 42 U.S.C. Section 9601(14), were
deposited, stored, disposed of, placed, or located at the Facility.

Q. The past, present, and/or future migration of hazardous substances
from the Facility constitute an actual, and/or threatened "release" into the
envirormment as defined in Section 101(22) of CERCIA, 42 U.S.C. Section
9601 (22), and may present an imminent and substantial endangerment to the
public health or welfare or the environment.

R. From the late 1950s to the mid-1960s, City Disposal Corporation was
the "owner" and/or "operator" of the Facility as defined in Section 101(20) of
CERCIA, 42 U.S.C. Section 9601(20), and "owned" and/or "operated" the Facility
within the meaning of Section 107(a) (2) of CERCIA, 42 U.S.C. Section
9607(a) (2) . City Disposal Corporation was subsequently purchased by Waste
Management of Wisconsin, Incorporated. The Facility property is currently
owned by WMWI.

S. The U.S. Rubber Company plant at Stoughton, Wisconsin, generated
industrial waste, some of which was deposited at the Facility beginning
sometime in 1962 and continuing through August of 1966. The U.S. Rubber

company subsequently changed its name to Uniroyal, Incorporated. The
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Stoughton plant is now owned and operated by Uniroyal Plastics Company,
Incorporated, which is the successor in interest to Uniroyal, Incorporated.

T. Respondents are "persons" as defined in Section 101(21) of CERCIA,
42 U.S.C. Section 9601(21), and, based upon information available to U.S. EPA,
each Respondent generated and/or transported hazardous substances which were
disposed of at the Facility, making each Respondent a "liable person" with
respect to the Facility within the meaning of Section 107 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C.
Section 9607. The responses to information requests and other documents
supporting the Respondents' liability for performance of the actions required
by this Administrative Order are contained in the Section 106 Administrative
Record for the Administrative Order, which supports the issuance of the
Administrative Order under Section 106 of CERCIA. The Index for the Section
106 Administrative Record is attached as Appendix II.

U. The actions required by this Administrative Order are necessary to
protect the public health or welfare or the environment, and are consistent
with the National Contingency Plan, 40 CFR Part 300 et seq., as amended.

V.
ORDER

Based upon the foregoing Findings of Fact and Determinations, and
pursuant to Section 106(a) of CERCIA, 42 U.S.é. Section 9606(a), it is hereby
ordered that Respondents perform the work as described below and in the Scope
of Work ("SOW") attached hereto, and made an enforceable part hereof, as

Appendix III.
A. Work to be Performed

1. The Respondents shall, within forty-five (45) days of the effective

date of this Order, submit to U.S. EPA a Remedial Design and Remedial Action



13
("RD/RA") Work Plan to implement all portions of the recommended alternative
outlined in the Record of Decision for the Facility and in the Scope of Work
(Appendix III).

2. The RD/RA Work Plan shall be written in sufficient detail to fully
address all necessary design parameters of the recommended alternmative, shall
be consistent with the SOW and shall be consistent with U.S. EPA's June 1986
Superfund Remedial Design and Remedial Action Guidance. In addition, the
RD/RA Work Plan shall include, but not be limited to, the following elements:

- A Field Operating Plan for Waste Consolidation

- A Contingency Plan for Waste Consolidation

- A Sampling and Testing Plan for Clay
The RD/RA Work Plan and other documents submitted by the Respondents shall
demonstrate that the Respondents can properly conduct the actions required by
this Order.

3. U.S. EPA shall review and approve/disapprove the RD/RA Work Plan.
If the RD/RA Work Plan is acceptable, approval shall be granted, in writing,
and the RD/RA Work Plan shall become an integral and enforceable element of
this Order. If the RD/RA Work Plan is disapproved, U.S. EPA shall state to
the Respondents, in writing, the reasons for disapproval. Respondents shall,
within thirty (30) calendar days of receipt of U.S. EPA's letter stating
disapproval, incorporate all changes requested by U.S. EPA into the RD/RA Work
Plan and submit the Amended RD/RA Work Plan to U.S. EPA. If approved, the
Amended RD/RA Work Plan shall become an integral and enforceable element of
this Order. Failure to incorporate all changes requested by U.S. EPA into the

RD/RA Work Plan shall constitute a violation of the terms of this Order.
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4. Respondents shall begin implementation of the RD/RA Work Plan
immediately upon receipt of written approval by U.S. EPA. Unless otherwise
directed by U.S. EPA and as mandated by Section 122(e) (6) of CERCIA, the
Respondents shall not commence field activities until they receive written
approval of the RD/RA Work Plan by U.S. EPA. Respondents shall complete the .
tasks outlined in the RD/RA Work Plan in accordance with the schedule outlined
in the attached SOW. Failure of the Respondents to properly implement all
aspects of the RD/RA Work Plan shall be deemed to be a violation of the terms
of this Order.

5. The Site Health and Safety Plan developed pursuant to this Order
shall be in accordance with U.S. EPA's guidance and protocol. After approval
of the Site Health and Safety Plan by U.S. EPA Representatives, Respondents
shall implement the Plan during all phases of activity at the Facility.

B. Respondents' Contractor and Remedial Design

A1l remedial work to be performed by the Respondents pursuant to this
Administrative Order shall be under the direction and supervision of a
qualified professional engineer. Prior to the initiation of remedial work at
the Facility, the Respondents shall notify U.S. EPA and the WDNR, in writing,
of the name, title, and qualifications of any proposed engineer to be used in
carrying out the remedial work to be performed pursuant to this Administrative
Order. Selection of any such engineer shall be subject to approval by U.S.
EPA in consultation with WDNR.

VI.

QUALITY ASSURANCE

Respondents shall use quality assurance, quality control, and chain of

custody procedures in accordance with U.S. EPA's "Interim Guidelines and
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Specifications For Preparing Quality Assurance Project Plans" (QAM-005/80) and
subsequent amendments. Prior to the commencement of any sampling and analysis
under this Administrative Order, Respondents shall submit a Quality Assurance
Project Plan ("QAPP") to U.S. EPA and WDNR that is consistent with the Scope
of Work, Work Plans, and applicable guidelines. Prior to the development and
submittal of a QAPP, Respondents shall attend a pre-QAPP meeting sponsored by.
U.S. EPA to identify all monitoring and data quality objectives. U.S. EPA,
after review of Respondent's QAPP and WDNR's comments thereon, will notify the
Respondents of any required modifications, conditional approval, disapproval,
or approval of the QAPP. Upon notification of disapproval or any need for
modifications, Respondents shall make all required modifications to the QAPP
within thirty (30) calendar days of receipt of such notification.

Respondents shall ensure that U.S. EPA personnel or their authorized
representatives are allowed access to any laboratory utilized by the
Respondents in implementing the Order. Respondents shall ensure that any such
laboratory will analyze samples submitted by U.S. EPA or WDNR for quality
assurance monitoring.

VII.

FACITITY ACCESS, SAMPIING, DOCUMENT AVAITABITITY

A. To the extent that the Facility or other areas where work under this
Order is to be performed is under ownership or possession by someone other
than the Respondents, Respondents shall obtain all necessary access
agreements. In the event that after using their best efforts Respondents are
unable to obtain such agreements, Respondents shall immediately notify U.S.

EPA and U.S. EPA may then, at its discretion, assist Respondents in gaining
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access, to the extent of their authority and as provided by appropriate U.S.
EPA gquidance.

B. Respondents shall provide access to the Facility to U.S. EPA
employees, contractors, agents, and consultants, as well as to representatives
of the WDNR, at all reasonable times, and shall permit such persons to be
present and move freely about the area in order to conduct inspections, take "
samples, and to conduct other activities which U.S. EPA or WDNR determine to
be necessary. Respondents shall ensure that U.S. EPA and WINR personnel and
authorized representatives are allowed to oversee all remedial activities, and
are granted access to the laboratory(ies) and to the records of the
laboratory(ies) utilized by the Respondents for analyses required under the
Work Plan.

C. The Respondents shall make available to U.S. EPA and the WDNR the
results of all sampling and/or test or other data generated by the Respondents
with respect to the implementation of this Administrative Order, and shall
submit these results in monthly progress reports as described in Section IX of
this Administrative Order.

D. At the request of U.S. EPA or the WDNR, the Respondents shall allow
split or duplicate samples to be taken by U.S. EPA, the WDNR and/or their
authorized representatives, of any samples collected by the Respondents
pursuant to the implementation of this Administrative Order. The Respondents
shall notify U.S. EPA and the WDNR not less than fourteen (14) calendar days
in advance of any sample collection activity. In addition, U.S. EPA and the
State shall have the right to take any additional samples that U.S. EPA or the
WDNR deem necessary.

VIII.
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PROGRESS REPORTS

A. The Respordents shall provide to U.S. EPA and WDNR written monthly
progress reports which: (1) describe the actions which have been taken toward
achieving compliance with this Administrative Order during the previous month
as well as such actions, data, and plans which are scheduled for the next
month; (2) include all results of sampling and tests and all other data -
received by the Respondents during the course of the Work; (3) include all
plans and procedures completed under the RD/RA Work Plan during the previous
month; and (4) include sections detailing anticipated problems/recommended
solutions, problems encountered/ resolved, deliverables submitted, upcoming
events/activities planned, key personnel changes, and scheduling. These
progress reports are to be submitted to U.S. EPA and WDNR by the tenth day of
every month following the effective date of this Administrative Order.

B. If the date for submission of any item or notification required by
this Administrative Order falls upon a weekend or state or federal holiday,
the time period for submission of that item or notification is extended to the
next working day following the weekend or holiday.

C. Upon the occurrence of any event during the performance of the Work
which, pursuant to Section 103 of CERCIA, requires reporting to the National
Response Center, Respondents shall immediately orally notify the U.S. EPA
Remedial Project Manager ("REM") and WDNR, or, in the event of unavailability
of the U.S. EPA RPM, the Emergency Response Branch, U.S. EPA Region V, in
addition to the reporting required by Section 103. Within fourteen (14)
calendar days after the onset of such an event, Respondents shall furnish to
the U.S. EPA and WDNR a written report setting forth the events which occurred

and the measures taken, and to be taken, in response thereto. Within thirty
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(30) calendar days after the conclusion of such an event, Respondents shall
submit a report to U.S. EPA and WDNR setting forth all actions taken to
respond to the event.
| IX.
REMEDTAL, PROJECT MANAGER/PROJECT OOORDINATORS

A. U.S. EPA will designate a Remedial Project Manger ("RPM") and WDNR *
will designate a Project Coordinator for the Facility, to observe and monitor
the progress of any activity undertaken pursuant to this Administrative Order.
The RPM shall have the authority lawfully vested in an RPM by the National
Contingency Plan, 40 CFR Part 300, as amended. The Respondents shall also
designate a Project Coordinator who shall have primary responsibility for
implementation of the Work at the Facility.

B. To the maximum extent possible, except as specifically provided in
this Administrative Order, communications between the Respondents and U.S. EPA
concerning the terms and conditions of this Administrative Order shall be made
between Respondents' Project Coordinator and the RPM.

C. Within seven (7) calendar days after the effective date of this
Administrative Order, the Respondents shall provide written notice to the U.S.
EPA RPM, the U.S. EPA's Office of Regional Counsel, and WDNR in writing, of
the name, . address and telephone number of the designated Project Coordinator
and an alternate Project Coordinator.

X.

RETENTTON AND AVATTABIIITY OF INFORMATION

A. The Respondents shall make available to U.S. EPA and WDNR, and shall
retain during the pendency of this Administrative Order, and for six years

after termination of this Order, all records and documents in their
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possession, custody, or control which relate to the performance of this
Administrative Order, including, but not limited to, documents reflecting the
results of any sampling, tests, or other data or information generated or
acquired by the Respondents or on behalf of the Respondents with respect to
the Facility. At the conclusion of the six year period following termination
of this Order, the Respondents shall provide written notice to the U.S. EPA )
RPM, the U.S. EPA's Office of Regional Counsel, and WDNR, ninety (90) calendar
days prior to the destruction of such documents, and upon request by U.S. EPA
or WDNR, the Respondents shall relinquish custody of the documents to U.S. EPA
or the WDNR. |

B. The Respondents may assert business confidentiality claims covering
part or all of the information provided in comnection with this Administrative
Order in accordance with Section 104 (e) (7) (F) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. Section
9604 (e) (7), and pursuant to 40 CFR Section 2.203(b) and applicable State law.

C. Information determined to be confidential by U.S. EPA will be
afforded the protection specified in 40 CFR Part 2, Subpart B and, if
determined to be entitled to confidential treatment under State law by WDNR,
afforded protection under State law by WDNR. If no such claim accompanies the
information when it is submitted to the U.S. EPA and WDNR, the public may be
given access to such information without further notice to the Respondents.

D. Information acquired or generated by the Respondents in performance
of the Work that is subject to the provisions of Section 104 (e) (7) (F) of
CERCIA, 42 U.S.C. Section 9604 (e) (7(F), shall not be claimed as confidential
by the Respondents.

XI.

PENAITTES FOR NONCOMPI.TANCE
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The Respondents are advised, pursuant to Section 106(b) of CERCIA, 42
U.S.C. Section 9606 (b), that willful violation or subsequent failure or
refusal to camply with this Order, or any portion thereof, may subject the
Respondents to a civil penalty of no more than $25,000 per day for each day in
which such violation occurs, or such failure to comply continues. Failure to
comply with this Administrative Order, or any portion thereof, without )
sufficient cause may also subject the Respondents to liability for punitive
damages in an amount equal to three times the amount of any costs incurred by
the U.S. EPA as a result of the Respondents' failure to take proper action,
pursuant to Section 107(c) (3) of CERCIA, 42 U.S.C. Section 9607(c) (3).
XIT.

OTHER CTATMS

U.S. EPA and WDNR are not to be construed as parties to, and do not
assume any liability for, any contract entered into by the Respondents in
carrying out the activities pursuant to this Administrative Order. The proper
completion of the Work under this Administrative Order is solely the
responsibility of the Respondents.

XITI.
NOTICES

Whenever, under the terms of this Administrative Order, notice is
required to be given, or a report or other document is required to be
forwarded by one party to another, such correspondence shall be directed to

the following individuals at the addresses specified below:

As to the United States or U.S. EPA; As to WDNR
a. Jeffrey A. Cahn Theresa Evanson
Assistant Regional Counsel State Project Coordinator

Attn: Hagen Farm Site Hagen Farm Site
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(5CS-TUB-3) Department of Natural
Office Regional Counsel Resources

U.S. Envirommental Protection Box 7921

Agency Madison, Wisconsin 53707

230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinois 60604

and;

b. Jae B. lee -
Remedial Project Manager
Hagen Farm Site
Remedial and Enforcement Response Branch (5HS-11)
U.s. Env1rorm\enta1 Protection
Agency
230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinois 60604

XIv.

CONSISTENCY WITH NATTONAL OCONTTINGENCY PIAN

The U.S. EPA has determined that the Work, if properly performed as set
forth in Section V hereof, is consistent with the provisions of the National
Contingency Plan pursuant to 42 U.S.C. Section 9605.

Xv.

RESERVATION OF RTGHTS

A. Nothing contained herein shall be construed to prevent U.S. EPA from
seeking legal or equitable relief to enforce the terms of this Administrative
Order, or from taking the legal or eguitable action it deems appropriate and
necessary, or from requiring the Respondents in the future to perform
additional activities pursuant to CERCIA, 42 U.S.C. Section 9601 et seq., or
any other applicable law.

B. U.S. EPA reserves its right to bring an action against Respondents
pursuant to Section 107 of CERCIA, 42 U.S.C. Section 9607, for recovery of any
costs incurred by U.S. EPA in connection with the Hagen Farm Facility.

XVI.



22

MODIFICATION

Except as provided for herein, there shall be no modification of this

Administrative Order without written approval of U.S. EPA.
XVII.
EFFECTIVE AND TERMINATTON DATES
A. This Administrative Order shall be effective March 15, 1991. ~
B. When the Respondents determine that they have campleted the Work,
they shall submit to U.S. EPA and WDNR a Notification of Completion. Upon
receipt of such Notification, U.S. EPA and WDNR shall schedule final
inspections and close out activities as described in the June 1986 U.S. EPA
Superfund Remedial Design and Remedial Action Guidance. Such activities shall
include, at a minimum, the following:
1) "Prefinal Construction Conference" by U.S. EPA, WDNR
and the Respondents;

2) "Prefinal Inspection" by U.S. EPA and WDNR;

3) Preparation of a "Prefinal Inspection Report" by the
Respondents.

4) "Final Inspection" by U.S. EPA, WDNR, and the
Respordents.

The final remedial action report shall summarize the work performed, any
modification to the RD/RA Work Plan, and the performance levels achieved. The
summary shall include or reference any supporting documentation.

Upon receipt of the final remedial action report, U.S. EPA and WDNR
shall review the accompanying report and any other supporting documentation
and conduct any appropriate site inspection. U.S. EPA shall issue a

Certification of Completion upon its determination that the Respondents have
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satisfactorily completed the Work and have achieved standards of performance
required under this Administrative Order for this Operable Unit.
XVIII.

ACCESS TO AIMINISTRATIVE RECORD

The Section 106 Administrative Record supporting the above Findings of
Fact and Determinations is available for review on weekdays between the hours®
8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., at the U.S. EPA, Region V, 230 South Dearborn Street,
Chicago, Illinois 60604. Please contact Jeffrey A. Cahn, Assistant Regional
Counsel at 312-886-6670, for review of the Section 106 Administrative Record
at this location. The 106 Administrative Record is also available for review
at the Stoughton Public Library, 304 S. 4th St., Stoughton, Wisconsin 53589.

XIX.

OPPORTUNITY TO CONFER

A conference has been scheduled for March 13, 1991, 10:00 am in the
northwest corner conference room on the 11th floor, U.S. EPA Region V, 230
South Dearborn Street, Chicago, Illinois. You may attend this conference to
discuss with U.S. EPA this Administrative Order and its applicability to you.
You may appear in person and/or by an attorney or other representative.

Any comments which you have regarding this Administrative Order, its
applicability to you, the correctness of any factual determinations upon which
the Order is based, the appropriateness of any action which you are ordered to
undertake, or any other relevant and material issue must be reduced to writing
and submitted to U.S. EPA on or before March 13, 1991. Any such writing
should be directed to Jeffrey A. Cahn, at the address cited above.

Respondent shall provide notice in writing to Jeffrey A. Cahn, at the

address cited above, stating its intentions to comply with the terms hereof.
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Such notice shall be received by U.S. EPA on or before the effective date of
this Administrative Order. In the event any Respondent fails to provide such
notice, said Respondent shall be deemed not to have complied with the terms of
this Administrative Order.

Respondents are hereby notified that U.S. EPA will take any action
pursuant to Section 106 (a) of CERCIA, which may be necessary in the opinion 7
of U.S. EPA for the protection of public health or welfare or the environment,
and Respondents may be liable under Section 107 (a) of CERCIA, for the costs

of these government actions.

IT IS SO ORDERED:

BY: de/\ DATE: 54/7/

DavyA. Ullrich
Director, Waste Management Division

U.S. EPA, Region V

EFFECTIVE DATE: March 15, 1991
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HAGEN FARM SITE, WI
SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT

DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

Site Name and Iocation

Hagen Parm Site, Source Control Operable Unit
Dane County, Wisconsin

Statenment of Basis and Purpose

This decision document represents the selected remedial action
for the Hagen Farm site, in Dane County, Wisconsin, Source
Control Operable Unit, which was chosen in accordance with the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability
Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) and, to the extent
practicable, the National 0il and Hazardous Substance Pollution
Contingency Plan (NCP).

_ This decision is based on the Administrative Record file for the
Hagen Farm site. '

The State of Wisconsin concurs with the selected remedy.

Assessment of the Site

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
site, if not addressed by implementing the response action
selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an
imminent and substantial endangerment to public health, welfare,
or the environment.

This source control operable unit is the first of two operable
units for the site. The selected remedial action for this
operable unit addresses the source of contamination by
renmediation of on-site wastes and contaminated sub-surface soils.

The major components of the selected remedy include:

* Within the larger area of contamination (AOC),
consolidation of non-native materials from disposal areas
B and C into disposal area A with subsequent backfilling
of disposal areas B and C with clean soil material:

* Installation of a WDNR NR 504 solid waste cap
over disposal area A after consolidation:
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¢ In-Situ Vapor Extraction of the waste refuse and sub-
surface soils in disposal area A;

¢ Off-gas treatment through carbon.adsorption;
* Regeneration of carbon from the off-gas treatment;

* Installation and maintenance of a fence around disposal
areas A, B, and C during remedial activities; ana

* Deed and access restrictions to prevent installation of
drinking water wells within vicinity of the disposal
areas and to protect the cap.

The following component of the selected remedy will be svaluated
during the implementation of in-Situ Vapor Extraction:

* Determination of the optimum amount of essential
nutrients (e.g., moisture, nitrogen, oxygen, and
phosphate) to be added to the waste refuse and sub-
surface soils in order to promote natural microbial .
activities, without decreasing the mass removal of the
volatile organic compounds through in-Situ Vapor
Extraction.

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
environment, complies with Federal and State environmental
requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and
appropriate to the remedial action, and is cost-effective. This
remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies to the maximum extent practicable and satisfies the
statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment that
reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining
on-site, a review will be conducted within five years after
conmencement of remedial action to ensure that the remedy
continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the
. environment.

%ﬁa’v // /éﬂ‘w é@zﬂ /7 g;?o.

Valdas V. Adamk " Date
Regional Adminigtrator
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The Hagen Farm Site (the "Site") is located at 2318 County Highway A, .
approximately one mile east of the City of Stoughton, Dane County,
Wisconsin. The 10-acre Site is situated in a rural surrounding that is
daminated largely by samd and gravel mining and agriculture. Soil and .
gravel mining operations are located northwest, northeast and south of the
Site. The Stoughton Airfield is located adjacent to the northwest corner
of the Sits. County Highway "A" passes just south of the Site (See Figure
1).

The City of Stoughton’s mmicipal wells are located approximately two miles
to the west, amd eight private wells are located within 1,200 feet of the
Site. The private wells located at the Site are no longer in use.
Approximately 350 pecple reside within one mile of the Site.

-The Site is located in the Yahara River watershed, in an area of flat to
gently rolling topography. The Yahara River is located approximately 1.5
miles to the West and flows in a southerly direction. The land surface
generally slopes toward the Yahara River fram topographically high areas
located to-the northeast and east. Surface water drainage in the area is
generally poorly developed, apparently due to permeable surface soils. The
only substantial surface water bodies in the area are a pond locate
approximately 1/2 mile south of the Site and the Yahara River. There is no
designated Wisconsin State significant habitat, or historic landmark site
directly or potentially affected. There are no endangered species within
close proximity of the Site.

The Site is located in an area dominated by glacial outwash deposits, which
exterd approximately aone-half mile to the northeast. These deposits are
dominated by sand and gravel. Beyond this, ground moraine and occasional
dnmlins are encountered. lacustrine deposits associated with Glacial Lake
Yahara are located approximately one—eighth mile south. Bedrock, primarily
sardstones and dolamites, urderlie the glacial deposits in this area.
Bedrock generally slopes from the west to southwest, toward a preglacial
valley associated with the Yahara River, The depth to bedrock ranges from
50 to 80 feet near the Site. s

The current Site topography is the result of sand and gravel mining and
waste disposal activities. Prior to these activities, the groud surface
probably sloped from the existing topographically high area located west
and northwest toward the southeast and east. The excavated area in the
northwest corner of the property is flat. This flat area is separated by a
ridge from the water-filled depression located to the northeast.

Within the Site’s larger "Area of Contamination (AOC)", waste disposal toock
place within three subareas. These subareas are A (6 acres, located in the
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sauthemm portion of the Site), B ard C (1.5 acres each, located in the
northeastarn portion) (See Figqure 2). All three Areas reside within the
Site’s formally defined AOC. The Site has been covered with soil and is

partially vegetated with grasses and tall trees.

The Sits was operated as a sand and gravel pit prior to the late 1950’s.-
Cheervations suggest gravel cperations encarpassed an area bounded by the
arrent access road to the east, the former Schroeter property bandary to
the west and the aurrent property boundary to the north (See Figure 2).
mnimmuutja-zanudlytamimudwmdmmyutomfmm
ground surface. Excavation may have ceased at this depth dus to the
presance of gramdwatsr, more fine grained materials, or a change in sard
ard gravel quality.

The gravel pit was then used for disposal of waste materials from the late
19508 to the mid-19608. During the period that the Site was cperated as a
disposal facility, the property was owned by Nora Sundby. The Site was

operated by City Disposal Corporation. City Disposal Corporation was

subsequently

" ("WMWI"). City Disposal was also the transporter of much of the waste that
was deposited at the Site. The Site is currently owned by WWI. It is
known that Uniroyal, Incorporated ("Uniroyal") generated industrial waste,
saneofmidmmsdepositedatthesnebegimingsmetimeinl%zm

contimiing through August 1966.

Waste solvents and other various organic materials, in addition to the
mimnicipal wastes, were disposed of at the Site, including acetone, butyl
acetate, 1-2-dichloroethylene, tetrahydrofuran, solid vinyl, sludge
material containing methylethyl ketone and xylenes, and toluene. In a
103(c) Notification submitted to the United States Envirommental Protection
Agency ("U.S. EPA") by Uniroyal, in June 1981, Uniroyal indicated that F003
and FO05 wastes, which are hazardous wastes within the meaning of the
Resource ersezvatim ard Recovery Act ("RCRA"), 42 U.S.C. 6901, also were
disposed of at the Site. This site stopped accepting waste in 1966, prior
to regulation of hazardous waste disposal by RCRA Subtitle C.

Begiming in November 1980, in response to camplaints received from local
residents, the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources ("WINR") began
canducting groundwater sampling at nearby private water supply wells.
Sampling of the cn-Site monitoring wells during the period 1980-1986
indicated certain organic campouwds were present in the groundwater,
including benzene, -ethylbenzene, tetrahydrofuran, xylenes, and toluene.

In addition, nearby private water supplies on adjacent properties have also
shown detectable levels of volatile organic campounds (VOCS). The private
wells located an the Site had been impacted by acetone, tetrahydrofuran,
vinyl chloride, xylene, trans 1,2-dichlorethene, and trichlorovethylene.

In 1983, the State of Wisconsin brought an enforcement action for abatement
of a public muisance against WSI and Uniroyal. At the same time, nearby
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The Site was proposed for inclusion on the NPL on Septecber 18, 1985. The

Uniroyal, the two potentially responsible parties ("PRPs") named by U.S.
EFA in comection with the Site to date, entered into an Administrative
Order by Consent (U.S. EPA Docket No. W 87-C-016, dated September 14,
1987) (the "Consent Order™) with the U.S. EPA and the WINR. In the Consent
Order, W and Uniroyal agreed to conduct a Remedial Investigation amd -
Feasibility study ("RI/FS") at the Site. Accordingly, in July of 1988,

" -upon U.S. EPA approval, in consultation with the WINR, oftherequ.ired
Plans, fieldwork at the Site cammenced.

Two operable units, midxarebeirgcaxmctedccrmmly,havebem
defined for the Site. Operable Unit (“*OU") I, which is the Source Control
Operable Unit ("SCO0U"), is intended to address waste refuse and sub-surface
soils ("Waste/sub~Soils") at disposal area A and the two smaller disposal
areas B and C. OU II, which is the Groundwater Control Operable Unit
("eoU"), is intended to address the contaminated groundwater at the Site.
The OU approach was agreed upon after discussions among U.S. EPA, WINR, and
PRPs during the early phase of the implementation of the Work Plan for the
RI.

‘The RI for the SOOU was campleted in early 1989, and the Technical
Memorandum for the SOOU was submitted in March 1989. The RI for the GOOU
was initiated in July 1989 and the Technical Memorandum for GOOU was
subritted in February 1990. Qurently, additional field activities to

A Commnity Relations Plan for the Site was finalized in July 1988. This
document 1lists contacts and interested parties throughout the local and
goverrment camumnity. It also establishes cammmnication pathways to ensure
timely dissemination of pertinent information. The RI/FS and the Proposed
Plan for the SCOU were released to the public in July 1990. All of these
documents were made available in the information repositories maintained at
the Stoughton Public Library and Klongland Realty. An administrative
record file containing these documents and other site-related documents was



placed at the Stoughton Public Library. The notice of availability of
docmants was published in the Stoughton Courier-Hub and Madison

media. A public cament period was held from July 11, 1990 to August 10,
1990. In addition, a public meeting was held on August 2, 1990 to present
the results of the RI/FS and the preferred alternative as in the

|
E
|

Summary which is the

A press release was sent to local media on March 27, 1989 to updats the
cammnity on the progress of Dane County, Wisconsin Superfurd sites,

An RI "Kickoff" meeting was held on July 14, 1988 to explain the RI
process. A fact sheet was developed in conjunction with this meeting.
Advertisements were placed in the Madison Capital Times and Stoughton
Courier-Hub ard a press release was sent to all local media.

Upon the signing of the Consent Order in July 1987, U.S. EPA held a 30-day
public comment period. A press release was sent to all local media and
advertisements were placed.

é

This response action is a final source control operable unit ard is
oconsistent to the maximum extent practicable with Section 300.430 (e) (3) of
the National Contingency Plan (YNCP'). This final source control operable
unit is being implemented to protect human health and the enviromment by
cantrolling the migration and reducing the volume of contaminants from the
Waste/sub-Soils to the groundwater. This ROD addresses the source of
gramdwater contamination, namely the waste mass in the AOC consisting of
subareas A, B, and C and the underlying contaminated sub-soils.

This source control action, by reducing the toxicity and controlling the
migration of contaminants, is fully consistent with all future site work,
including the ongoing groundwater investigation at the Site. In addition,
this action will positively affect the cost of the final groundwater remedy
by limiting the amount of groudwater that is likely to become conmtaminated
fram this source.

The media that poses the greatest risk is considered to be the groundwater
contaminant plume. The contaminated Waste/sub-Soils are considered to be a
long-term threat to human health and enviromment, primarily as a principal
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saxce of groamdater contamination. The VOCs in the Waste/sub-Soils are
considered to be the principal threat for this ScoU.

The groamdwater contamination problem will be addressed in a future Gaw,
Recard of Decision which is expected to be the final action for the Site.

The FS identified two remedial cbjectives far the SOOU based on the data
cbtained during the RI and the possible exposure routes identified. The
cbjectives identified in the FS are:

1) To reduce or minimize direct contact with contaminatad waste and
soils; amd,

»Z)Rmmurmm“ofmmmﬂug:m.

Y SUMMARY OF STTE CHARACTERISTICS

In March, 1989, a Technical Memorancum for the SCOU was campleted under the

ard oversight of U.S. EPA and WINR. The Remedial Investigation
(i.e., Technical Memorancm #1) for the SOOU was to determine the nature
ard extent of contamination at the source, and evaluate possible exposure
pathways. The report summarized all soil-gas, test-pit, soil, air, amd
on-site groundwater analytical data that had been collected. 'Ihiszq:ort
should be consulted for a more through description of the site
characteristics.

The following are the results of RI at the Site:

- Based on the geocphysical survey, soil-gas, and test-pit survey, it
appearsthatnostofﬂmewastedisposalactw;tyocmn'edmdlsposal
area A. Disposal area A encampasses approximately six acres (100 feet
long and 400 feet wide). The wastes within disposal area A are buried
to a depth of two to three feet near the eastern edge, to a depth of 16
feet near the center. Eight feet is the average overall thickness of
buried wastes. The volume of waste for disposal area A is estimated at
67,650 cubic yards. The test-pit survey and refuse borings indicate
that the type of waste present in disposal area A includes plastic
sheeting, paper-coated plastic, paint sludge, grease, rubber, and
mmicipal waste, such as wood, glass, paper, and scrap metal. No drums
were discovered during the test-pit excavation activity.

Based ypon refuse borings, test-pits, and groundwater table
measurements, the bottam of the waste refuse material is estimated to be
10 to 15 feet above the seasanal high water table in disposal area A.
The volume of unsaturated sub-waste soils for disposal area A is
approximately 112,000 cubic yards.

Disposal areas B and C seem to contain only scattered damestic

wastes. A geophysical survey, test-pits and soil gas tests revealed a
small quantity of mmicipal waste in disposal areas B and C. It appears
that disposal areas B and C were not used for the disposal of industrial
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cantaminants, hxthmtmideradaprimxypaﬂwymthasita

To determine if the waste was "characteristic" according to RCRA
Subtitle C, an Extraction Procedure ("EP") toxicity and Flammability
test wvas conducted on a camposite sample of refuse boring and soil
boring spoils. Results of the EP taxicity characteristic test indicate
that the waste refuse does not exhibit EP toxicity as defined by
Wisconsin  Administrative Code (™WAC") NR 181.

o:npa.n'ﬂsdetected in the source characterization wells (groundwater
beneath disposal area A) include tetrahydrofuran, xylenes, ethylbenzene,
toluene, ard 2-butanone. The highest concentrations of these campourds,
such as tetrahydrofuran (630 parts per million (ppm)), Xylenes (35 ppm),
and 2-butanone (4400 ppm) were cbserved in well SCW4, near the southern
end of disposal area A. Semi-VOCs, such as benzoic acid (29 ppm), 4-
methylphenol (6 ppm), and phenol (6 ppm) were also detected in the
groadwater at the Site. Table 1 summarizes the VOC and semi-VOC
groundwater concentration data.

The results of the air analysis indicated low concentrations of a rumber
of VOCs, generally below 10 parts per billion (ppb), in each of the
samples collected. Two campounds, methylene chloride .amd
trichlorofluoramethane, were detected at higher concentrations in the
samples (approximately 100 ppb). However, these carpourds were also
identified in associated trip olanks. Air VWOC concentrations measured
from dowrwind location were not substantially different from those
measured at the other locations. These data do not identify an
atmospheric gradient of VOCs across the waste area, because the type and
magnitude of VOCs identified from upwind samples were similar to
dowrwind samples.

The screened data for the waste refuse indicate that waste refuse
material at the Site contains semi-VOCs, such as butylbenzylphthalate
(18 prm), ard bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (120 pom). Low levels of poly
chlorinated biphenyls ("PCBs"), in the range of 300 ppb were also
detected in the waste refuse (See Table 2).

Surface water does not appear to be a direct pathway for contaminant
migration, due to a lack of an established surface water drainage



drinking water ard groundwater quality standards of the U.S. EPA and the
WINR, respectively, it is determined that remedial action is needed to
address the source of the groundwater contamination. Because this remedy
isaso.lrcecmtnolcperablemut a final baseline risk assessment for the
Site is not available. No quantitative risk mumbers have been calculated
for exposure to site cmrtanu.nants However, qualitative risk information

The greatest risk present at the Site is frum the groundwater
contamination. However, the source of the groundwater contamination is the
cantamination found in the Waste/sub-Soils at the Site.

The following is a qualitative discussion of the site risks.

(A) Cmtamimntsofo::mm

The following chemicals have been detected in soil gas, leachate and on-

site groundwater wells at concentrations above background, and screened
waste refuse analyses and can be inferred to be present in source wastes.

s} Semi-VoCs

. Ethylbenzene . Benzyl alcaohol . bis (2-chloroisppropyl)ether
. Toluene . Phenol . bis (2-ethylhexyl)phthalate
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« Xylerms « 4-Methylphenol - 4-chloro-3-methylphencl
. Tetrahydrofuran . 2,4-Dimethylphencl . diethylphthalate

. 2=-Butanons . Benzoic Acid . di-n-octyl phthalate

. Vinyl chloride . Naphthalene . 1,4-dichlorcbenzens

. Acstons . Dieldrin - 4,4-TCE

- Banzene - FCBs

In addition, inorganic campounds such as lead and barium were also detected
at the Sita at concentrations above backgrourd.

Table 3 capares the concentrations of these contaminants detected in
grouatar at the Site with Federal and State Standards. As irdicated in |
this table, the levels of contaminants found at the source characterization
wells far exvesad Federal and Statg standards. For the case of
Tetrahydrofuran, the most frequently detected compourd at the Sits, the
level (630,000 ppb) is 12,600 times higher than the State groundwater
enforcement standard (50 ppb). This data clearly indicates that the
Waste/sub~Soils are acting as a source of groundwater contamination. This
saxce will cantinue to load contaminants to the grourdwater unless
addressed by a remedial action.

(B) - BXposure Assessment

The exposure assessment identifies potential pathways and routes for
contaminants of cancern to reach the receptors. The potential exposure
pathways are: exposure to air emissions fram the landfill, direct contact
exposure to cantaminated waste and soils, and exposure to contaminated
groundwater.

At present, the wastes do not appear to be a source of exposure via
inhalation of volatilized chemicals. A preliminary evaluation of ambient
airqmlityatthesitebo.n'darydidmtidentifyanelevatedlevelofvoc
emissions. In addition, active generation of landfill gas, which can
facilitate VOC emissions, is not occurring at the Site. Based on these -

preliminary air quality data, it appears that the air contaminants released
fxmtheS;tetothedowmrdrsxdentsdomtposeansktohmanhealth
or the envirorment.

Wastes at the Site are covered with approximately 1 to 3 ft of soil, muxch
of vhich supports thick vegetation. However, same areas of the Site are
rot vegetated and show exposed waste material. Therefore, a potemntial
exists for direct human contact with waste. The most likely population
grap which may came in contact with the Site is anticipated to be periadic
trespassers. This population group is small, because the Site is secured
from incidental trespass by a fence and because the location is in a rwal
area which is not heavily populated. These individuals may incur
contaminant exposure by skin contact with waste and by incidental ingestion
of waste material adhering to hards.

Contaminants contained in the waste have affected groundwater in the

vicinity of the Site. Data abtained from on-Site groundwater indicates
that substantjial amounts of contaminants have been released from the



11

Waste/sb~Soils to the grondwater. Present risks from the

unacosptable. As shown in Table 3, the contaminants in the on-Site
groundwater excesd Federal and Stats Standards. Continued leaching of
contaminents from the Waste/sub-Soils to the groundwater will result in
cmntimued unacceptable risks. Should the contaminants migrate to existing
private wells, or in the unlikely event of future site development
involving the installation of a water supply well, contaminant exposure via
gromdwater use and consurption may cocur. More detailed evaluation of both
anrent and future potential human health and enviromment risks associfted
with contaminated groundwater exposure will be addressed in subsequent
stsps of GOOU.

Irplementation of the selected remedy as presented by this scoU will
reduce exposure to contaminated soils, control air emissions, and minimize
or redixce contaminant migration to the groundwater.

(C) EBEwiramental Assessment

The natural habitat existing prior to sand and gravel mining cperations at
the Site was destroyed. At present, the waste disposal area is covered
with a layer of soil material which supports vegetation primarily

- consisting of grasses ard other herbacecus plants, with same tall trees.
This area is likely frequented by wildlife including birds, small mammals
and deer. Although an inventory of plant and animal species has not been
perfarmed, the Site is not known to be inhabited by rare or endangered
species. land in the vicinity has been developed for agricultural, mining
ard camercial purposes. Sensitive ecological habitats (e.g., wetlands)
are not in close proximity to the Site. The Site is not in a floodplain.
The potential adverse impacts of Site wastes on the surrounding ecology are
not considered appreciable in camparison to the loss of habitat which
historically occurred during the active sand and gravel mining phase of the
Site.

VII DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES
No significant changes have been made since the publication of the FS and
Proposed Plan in July 1990.

VIII DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

Altermatives for the remediation of contaminated Waste/sub-Soils, ware
develq:ad to achieve the following goals:

- minimize the potential for direct contact with the contamination;

- mninimize the potential for migration of waste/sub-Soils contaminants
into the groundwater.

A camprehensive list of appropriate remedial technologies was identified
for Source Control. These technologies were screened based on their cost,



0 )

12

irplenentability and effectiveness, characteristics of the Site ard the
charactaristics of the contaminants. Technologies which satisfied the
initial scresning requirements were refined to form remedial action
altematives. The five altematives developed are detailed below.

The scurce control altermatives are:

* Altarmative 1: . No Action; -

& Altamative 2: Capping: _

* Altamative 3: In-Situ Vapor Extraction axd Q;pin;:‘

* Altarmative 4: Waste Consclidation with Biological Treatment, Vapor
Extraction amd Capping; amd,

* Alternative 5: Waste Excavation with on-Site Incineration, Vapor

Extraction and Capping.
A description of each of these options follows:

This alternative is evaluated as required by the NCP to determine the
public health, public welfare and envirormental consequences of taking no
further action.

ALTERNATIVE 2: CAPPING

Non-native materials (i.e., solid waste materials) as determined based on
visual inspection, located within disposal areas B and C would be
consolidated into disposal area A before cap construction begins, although
additional £ill material may be required to satisfy minimm slope
requirements. Grading would be accomplished using conventional
construction equipment. The final grade would be constructed so that
precipitation would be directed away from the source waste. Drainage
swales would be constructed to direct runoff to match existing surface flow
pattermns. After the desired slope is cbtained, the necessary cap materials

would be placed.

Intlml’s,tm'eetypsofcapsmcmsmemd capping to upgrade the

cover to meet the requirements for facilities without an operating
license (i.e., an NR 181.44(12) cap): mkgﬂmeexistimcoverbomaet
ﬁnraquimmsofasolidwasteczp( .e., an NR 504,07 or Subtitle D ~
cap) ; axﬂupgmdjmmemstimcwertometmeclosurerequiraxentsfor
facilities with an operating license (i.e., an NR 181.44(13) or Subtitle C
cap). Figures 4 through 6 describe typical details of these caps.

Clos.:raofthesitewimam&xbtitleCcapisapot.arrtiallyrelevant
ardappmpnaterequmement because RCRA wastes (i.e., F003 and F005
listed waste) were disposed of at the Site. Because this altermative does
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not imlve any treatment to reduce the mobility, toxicity, or volume of
wasts, it was determined that the more inpermabloca;pimcptimafrmded
by Subtitle C and NR 181 was both relevant and appropriate under this
altarmative. Tharefore, only the Subtitle C cap will be evaluated for this
altermative during the canparative analyses. No treatment of contaminants
is irmvolved in this altemative.

The cap would be designed to cover disposal area A. The area to be
is approdmately 240,000 sq £t (5.5 acres). The capital costs of this -
altermative is approximately $2,751,000, and anmual Operation and
mintcm(on()custisssm mso-yurmvmth(mmis
$2,888,000. The amount of time necessary to implement this altermative

In this alternative, the Waste/sub-Soils in disposal area A would be
treated using In-Situ Vapor Extraction (ISVE). Gas is extracted fram the
Waste/sub-Soils through extraction wells placed strategically at the Site.
The gas travels fram the wells through header pipes using a blower. The
- of f~gases would be treated and discharged to the atmosphere.

Vapor extraction is used primarily for treating VOC contamination. A vapor
extraction system is relatively inexpensive and allows for process
flexibility ‘during remediation activities. The major costs for this
technology are the installation of extraction and injection wells. The
number of wells used may vary during operation to improve system
efficiency. By treating the Waste/sub-Soils in place without excavation,
release of untreated contaminants to the atmosphere is avoided.

Prior to the implementation of in-Situ Vapor Extraction, non-native
materials from disposal areas B and C will be consolidated to disposal area
A. Approximately 37,000 cubic yards of fill is needed to bring area A wp
to required slopes before cap placement. . - Consolidation of solid waste
materials fram areas B ard C will provide same of the required f£ill
material and will ensure that all site waste materials are properly
confined. Then a low permeability cap, which meets the requirements of NR
504.07, WAC, will be installed over disposal area A (see Figure 5). The NR
504.07 cap would reduce leachate production by reducing infiltration and
wauld control moisture content in the Waste/sub-Soils to improve the Vapor
Extraction system performance.

As stated for Alternative 2, a RCRA Subtitle C cap would be potentially
relevant ard appropriate. The U.S. EPA and WINR have determined that for
this particular Alternmative, the Subtitle C cap, while relevant, is not
appropriate because construction of the ISVE system would impair the
integrity of a Subtitle C cap. An NR 504.07 cap will provide an adequate
level of protection when cambined with treatment and can easily be
repaired after installation of the ISVE system.

For the discharge of off-gas emitted from the Vapor Extraction procedure,
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Chaptar MR 445, WAC, Control of Hazardous Follutants, is an ARAR. The off-
gases wuld be treated using a carbon adsorption system in order to meet NR
445, WC. Spent carbon or other residues from the off-gases treatment
process will be sent back to the mamfacture to be regenerated.

During full-scale ISVE implementation, a treatability study will be
performed to determine the feasibility of erhancing the nmatural
bicdegradation of arganic compounds. The treatability study would be -~
designed to determine the optimm amounts of rutrients (e.g., moisture,
axygen, nitrogen, amd phosphate) to be added to the Waste/Sub-soils to
biclogical activity without interfering with ISVE treatment.

The volums of waste to be treated is approximately 67,650 cubic yards, anmd
the volume of sub-surface Lls'bobatmatadisa;pm:dmmym,ooo
abic yards. The cap would be gnadtoaoverdisposalamhwiminﬂn
larger AOC. The area to be capped is approximately 240,000 sq £t (5.5
acres). The capital costs of this alternative is approximately $2,679,400,
wells. The

average arrual OM cost is $29,530, and the 30-year FW cost is
approdmately $3,299,000. The amount of time necessary to implement this
alternative, including ISVE, would be 5 years.

This alternative involves consolidating waste from disposal areas A, B and
C into an upgraded facility within the AOC. The upgraded facility would be
used as a treatment/disposal cell. Waste would be consolidated using
cawventional excavation equipment. Dewatering should not be necessary,
because the water table is below the predicted depth of refuse. Once the
treatment/disposal area has been upgraded, a high permeability soil cover
will be placed over the waste to allow infiltration of precipitation, and
to minimize direct contact risks during the implementation of this
alternative. Leachate produced in the cell would be recirculated back
throuxgh the waste to pramcte biological activity within the cell.

Nutrients and microorganisms may be added to leachate to enhance
biodegradation. The excess leachate produced during and at the end of the
implementation will be treated and discharged to a surface water. The RCRA
Subtitle C cap would be installed over the treatment cell after treatment

is capleted.

Under this altermative, a large depression would be created by waste
excavation from disposal area A exposing contaminated subsurface soils.
This depression would be filled with imported clean fill materials followed
by a NR 504.07 solid waste cap. The remaining contaminated subsurface
soils would be treated with in-Situ Vapor Extraction.

For the construction of the retrofitted unit within the AOC, the State and
Federal hazardous waste landfill requirements, NR 181, WAC, ard 40 CFR
264.301 were determined to be both relevant ard appropriate. This
determination was made because an entirely new treatment/disposal cell
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would bs constructed within a minimally contaminated area of the AOC. The
dauble lined treatment/disposal cell would provide maximum protection for
treatmant of the contaminants. After campletion of treatment, a RCRA
Subtitle C (NR 181, WAC) cap would be placed over the treatment/disposal
unit. The Subtitle C cap would be relevant and appropriate because the
integqrity of the cap could be maintained and it would provide maximm
protection to the treatment/disposal unit. The LIR requirements are not
ARARs for this alternative, because no "placement" of waste ocours.
q:gndixgmodstirqlmﬂtmfacilitytowsolidaumwithinﬂn
AOC doss not constitute placement, according to the NCP.

For the discharge of excess leachate produced fram this alternative, the NR
105, WAC, Surface Water Quality for Toxic Substances, is an ARAR. The
excess leachate would be treated in order to mset NR 105 stardards. A
taxicity characteristics leaching procedure (™ICIP") test will be conducted
for the treatment sludge to determine whether firther treatment is
necessary for disposal in a RCRA campliant landfill in order to comply with
1ard Disposal Restrictions ("LDRs").

The volume of waste to be consolidated and treated is approxdimately 67,650
abic yards fram disposal area A and nom-native materials from disposal
areas B and C. The capital costs of this alternative is approximately
$12,894,000. The average anmmual O&M cost is $82,300, and the 30-year FW
cost is approximately $14,129,000. The amount of time necessary to
implement this alternative would be 10 years. ‘

This alternative incorporates waste excavation with on-site incineration
ard disposal. The excavation activities are the same as described in
Altermative 4. On-Site materials handling, staging, and storage may also
be required. Waste would be characterized prior to incineration.
Treatment residuals, such as ash and scrubber water, would be further
treated, if necessary, and disposed of off-Site in accordance with the
IIRs.

Under this altermative, a large depression would be created by waste
excavation exposing contaminated sub-surface soils in disposal area A.
This depression would be filled with imported clean fill materials and the
non-native materials from disposal areas B and C, followed by a Solid Waste
cap. The contaminated sub-surface soils would be treated with ISVE.

For this alternative, incineration would be done in an incinerator which
meets the design requirements of 40 CFR Part 264 Subpart O. A TCLP test
will be conducted for the treatment residuals, such as ash and scrubber
water,todetemimwhetrermrmertreammtismoessaryfordisposalin
a RCRA campliant landfill in order to camply with LIRs requirement.

The volume of waste to be incinerated is approximately 67,650 cubic yards
from disposal area A. The capital costs of this alternatlve’z.s
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sproxcimataly $59,410,000. The average armual OM cost is $22,800, and
the 30-year PW cost is approximately $59,858,000. The
necessary to implement this altermative would be

1) Overall Protection of Bmen Haalth and the Enwirament

2) Cmpliance with Appliceble or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
(ARAR’S)

3) long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

4) Reduction of Toxdcity, Mability, ar Volume through Treatment

5) Shart-Term Effectiveness

1. oOverall Protectijon of Human Health and the Enviromment

Alternative 1, No Action, will not provide protection from risks associated
with site contaminants. Groundwater will contimue to degrade due to
release from the source. Therefore, it will not be discussed any further,
since it is not protective and thus, not an acceptable alternative.

Alternatives 2 through 5 will reduce contaminant migration from the waste
and minimize any future direct contact threats. Alternative 3 through 5
also provide treatment, thus reducing the amount of contaminants available
to move into the groundwater. Continued groundwater impacts from Site
contaminants will be reduced by varying degrees by Altermatives 2 through
5. Altermative 3, In-Situ Vapor Extraction, would provide protection from
exposure to the waste during implementation because treatment would be in-
situ and excavating the waste is minimized. Direct contact exposure to
contaminated waste and soils may occur in Alternmative 4 and 5 during
exavation of disposal area A.

Rismttheintentofthepmposedaltemativmtoprondepmtectim
fram risks which may be associated with contaminants currently existing in

the grouxdwater. Existing groundwater contamination will be addressed in
the GOOU.,

2. gCamwliance with ARARS
The alternatives would camply with all applicable or relevant ard

- appropriate federal and state envirommental laws. No waiver would be
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necessary to implement these alternatives.

For Altarmative 2, a RCRA Subtitle C milti-layer cap would be installed in
order to caply with RCRA cap design standards.

Altermatives 3 and 5 would meet the State laxifill closure

(1.e., RR 504.07, WAC). Alternative 4 would meet State (NR 181, WAC) and
Federal (40 CFR 264.301) hazardous waste landfill requirements.
Altmntiv-4alnomldmettm&deralm&1btitloccapraqnmrt

RR 445, Control of Hazardous Follutants, is an ARAR for Altermatives 3, 4
ad 5. The extracted off-gases shauld be treated in order to meet NR 445 -

enisgion limit requiremsnts.

Toxic Substances Control Act ("TSCA") is not an ARAR for this site because
PCBs detected at the Site, at a maximm level of 300 ppb, is less than 5

.
The full listing of ARARs far the Site is contained in the FS.

'nsmnlriﬂmamntedwimdimtmammmmlbem

by each alternative through capping, which will minimize direct exposure to
wastes. Altermatives 3, 4 ard 5 will reduce these risks further by
removing and treating, biodegrading or incinerating contaminants. Risks
associated with direct contact with waste materials in the future will be
minimized through implementation of institutional controls.

Residual risks associated with migration of contaminants from the source to
grounxiwvater were considered greatest for Altemmative 2, because the wastes
are only contained and not treated or destroyed. Alternatives 3 through 5
provide the lowest residual risks to groundwater since the source of
groundwater contamination is being treated.

Effectiveness is exclusively dependent on maintaining the integrity of the
cap over the long term for Alternative 2. Alternative 2 will not remove
contaminants within the waste which could ultimately migrate to the
groundwater. Therefore, maintenance of the cap is key to the long-term
effectiveness and permanence of this alternative.

Alternative 2 through 4 will be effective in achieving remedial abjectives
throaxgh installation of milti-layer cap, which will limit the infiltration
of precipitation through the landfill and preclude the leaching of
contaminants into the groundwater.

Altermative 3 will be effective in removing VOCs in the Waste/sub-Soils
through vapor extraction. In addition, the installation of the solid waste
cap will minimize the leaching of contaminants into the groundwater.

Alternative 4 is anticipated to be effective in achieving remedial
abjectives through biological degradation. Tests at other sites have



Altermative 2 does not provide treatment of contaminants to reduce the
mobility, toxicity or volume of either the waste aor the sub-wasts soils.

Altemative 3 through 5 will reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume of the
contaminants through treatment of Waste/suib~-Soils. Altexrmative 3, in
addition to the milti-layer cap, is estimated to remove as much as 90
percent of the VOCs frum the Waste/sub-Soils through the implementation of
ISVE, but will not address chemicals with low volatility (e.g., phenols amd
barium). Because semi-volatiles are not treated by ISVE, treatabjility
tests for degradation of semi-volatiles by microbial methods will be
eplared during full-scale ISVE implementation. For alternatives 3, 4 amxi
5, the extracted VWOCs in the air stream will eventually be destroyed

" “through the regeneration of the carbon.

Altermative 4 uses leachate recirculation in the waste to promcte
bioclogical degradation of the contamination. leachate reciraulation could
potentially reduce 100 percent of the VOCs contamination, if the process is
given enough time. During treatment, the waste will be within a RCRA-
type cell where migration of contaminants into the grourdwater will be
minimized to the extent possible.

Alternative 5 will destroy the VOCs ard semi-VOCs present in the Waste
permanently through incinerating the waste mass.

5. short-term Effectiveness -

Altermative 2 and 3 can be implemented shortly after design approval
because there are no substantive permit requirements. Alternatives 4 and 5
will require the longest time to implement due to the need to meet
substantive permit requirements to site new disposal and treatment
facilities. At least ane, and as many as two to three years, may be
recuired to camply with air and water quality discharge requirements, amd
perform the necessary treatability stidies and test burms. These steps
would likely require several years to camplete before a full scale system
would be operational. )

A low risk would be posed to remediation workers and the canmmmity during
the implementation of Altermative S5 related to potential exposure to
incinerator off-gases. This risk is anticipated to be low because
mnitoring of air contaminants at the Site boundary will be conducted to
ensure that acceptable levels are maintained. Alternatives which require
excavation of site wastes (Alternatives 4 and 5) may pose a potential risk
to remediation workers via direct exposure to wastes, dusts and VOCs. . -
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Altermative 5, Waste Excavation with on-site Incineration, may pose added
risks to the cammity and workers due to increased air emissions.

" Howsver, the levels of potential contaminant exposure to remediation

workears could be minimized by the use of personal protective equipment and
standard dust control measures in each altermative. Altermatives 2 amd 3
are anticipated to pose minimal risks to remediation workers and the
camunity because they do not irvolve excavating the waste. Additional
mmmmﬂimmlogymmtmideradmiabumrmyof
the altermatives.

6. Implemertabllity

Altarnatives 2 is the easiest to technically implement campared to the
other three alternatives. Alternative 3 is somewhat easier to

than Alternative 4 and 5 because it imvolves less construction at the Site.
The most difficult altermative to implement would be Alternative 5.
Difficulties associated with this alternative include accessing a
supplementary fuel source on-site, disposing of the ash, supplying
sufficient water needed for the scrubbers, and treating and disposing the
contaminated scrubber water. Altermatives 3 amd 4 would both be relatively
straightforward to implement technically. Administratively, alternatives 2

-am 3 are easier than alternatives 4 and 5 because they irnvolve less

coardination with relevant agencies.

Alternatives 2 through 4 require services and materials that should be
available. It is assumed that appropriate material to perform cap
canstruction could be abtained fram a borrow source located within four
miles of the Site. For Alternative 5, materials and services are
available, but their availability is more restricted than the other
alternatives.

7. Cost

Altermative 2 involves a capital costs of $2,751,000, anmual Operation and .
Maintenance (O&M) costs of $8,899 and a 30-year Present Worth (FW) cost of
$2,888,000.

Altermative 3 involves a capital costs of $2,679,400, average anmial O&M
cost of $29,530, and a 30-year PW cost of $3,299,000.

Alternative 4 involves a capital costs of $12,894,000, average anmual O&M
cost of $82,300, ard a 30-year PW cost of $14,129,000.

Altermative 5 involves a capital costs of $59,410,000, average anmual O&M
cost of $22,800, and a 30-year PW cost of $59,858,000.

8. State Acceptance

The State of Wisconsin is in agreement with the U.S. EPA’s analyses ard
recamendations presented in the RI/FS and the proposed plan. The State
concurs with the selected alternative (presented in Section X, below).



9. oommity Acceptance

The specific comments received and U.S. EPA’s responses are ocutlined in the
Attached Respansiveness Summary.

NCP, ard based upon the evaluation of the,
ard the nine criteria, the U.S. EFA, in consultation with the WINR,
has selected Altarmative 3 as source control remedial action at the
Hagen Famm Site.

The major camponents of Altemative 3 include the following:

* Within the larger AOC, the non-native material from the disposal areas B
ad C will be consolidated in disposal area A. All waste movement will
be done within the AOC. No placement will occur. The excavated
depression areas within disposal areas B and C will be filled with clean
scil and landscaped with vegetation native to the area.

* The Cap will be placed on disposal area A in campliance with the anrent
2 of Ch. NR 504.07, WAC for closure of solid waste
facilities. The cap will consist of a grading layer, a minimm 2-foot
clay layer (ca:pactadtoapezmabilityotlxlo‘7m/sorlss),a
gravel drainage layer, a frost protective soil layer, and a minimm 6
inches top soil layer (see Figure 5). The cap will be constructed
prior to the pilot-scale test and full-scale implementation of the in-
Situ Vapor Extraction. The integrity of the cap will be maintained
during the ISVE implementation and for many years afterwards.

3

* In-Situ Vapor Extraction will be implemented in the contaminated waste
refuse and sub-surface soils of disposal area A. Prior to the full-
scale implementation of the ISVE, a pilot-scale test will be conducted
at the Site to determine the remedial design parameters (i.e., mumber of
extraction and injection wells, the spacing between wells, pumping rate)
to achieve maximm removal of the VOC’s. The goal of the ISVE
extraction will be 90 percent removal of VOCs in the Waste/sub-Soils.

During the full-scale ISVE implementation, a treatability study will be
performed to examine the feasibility of adding essential mtrients
(e.g., moisture, oxygen, nitrogen, and phosphate) to the Waste/sub-Soils
in order to erhance the natural microbial degradation of organic
capands. The study will be designed to determine the optimm amounts
of rnutrients to be added to the Waste/sub~Soils in order to promote the
microactivities, without decreasing the mass removal of the VOCs by
ISVE. If determined to be feasible, this treatment will be implemented

as part of the remedy.

* Off-gas emitted fram the extraction wells will be treated using a carbon
adsorption system in order to meet the air quality standards of the
State, NR 445, WAC. The spent carbon or any other residues from this
off-gas treatment process will be sent back to the marufacturer to be
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regenarated, thus they are not subject to LIRs.

*+ Institutional controls would be relied upon to provide additional
effectiveness to the remedy. These include zoning restriction, deed
notice, and construction of a fence.

X1 STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS N

The selected remedy must satisfy the requirements of Section 121 of CERCIA
to:

a. protect huaman health amd enviroment;
b. caply with ARARS;

d. Utilize permanent solutions and alternate treatment technologies to
the maximm extent practicable; and,

e. Satisfy the preference for treatment as a principle element of the
remedy or document in the ROD why the preference for treatment was
not satisfied.

" The implementation of Alternative 3 at the Site satisfies the requirements
of CERCIA as detailed below:

a. Protection of Human Health and the Enviromment

Implementation of the selected altermative will reduce and control
potential risks to human health posed by exposure to contaminated waste anmd
air emission by treating contaminated Waste/sub~Soils.

Capping the landfill, in addition to reducing any potential risks posed by
duectexposuretocm’cmnmatedwaste will reduce the infiltration of
precipitation through the landfill. Groundwater contaminant loading will
thus be reduced. Inm-Situ Vapor Extraction of the contaminated Waste/sub~
Soils will-also reduce the groundwater contaminant loading.

No unacceptable short-term risks will be caused by implementation of the
remedy. The site workers may be exposed to noise ard dust muisances during
canstruction of the cap. ISVE should not present short-term risks due to
VOC emission if properly designed and monitored. A Standard Safety program
will manage any short-term risks. Dust control measures and off-gas
treatment would reduce those risks as well.

b. corpliance with ARARS

An KR 504.07 Solid Waste cap is an ARAR for Altermative 3. A RCRA Subtitle
C cap, while relevant, is not appropriate, as described in Section VIII of
this ROD. NR 445, WAC, Control of Hazardous Pollutants, is an ARAR for the
discharge of off-gas from the vapor extraction procedure.

Capliance with Wisconsin Statute, Chapter 160 and NR 140, WAC, will be
achieved through the selection of the final remedy for the GOU for this -
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site.

The selectad remedy will attain all Federal and State applicable or
relevant and appropriate enviromental requirements.

c. Oost-Effectiveness

Altermative 3 is a mst-etfactive altemative providing for protection of
haan health and the envirorment and long-term effectiveness. Alternative
2 is somshat less epensive than the selected remedy, but provides a
lesser degres of long-term effectiveness because no treatment of
cntaminants is involved. Because there is no treatment, there is a
greater risk of contaminants entering the groundwater with Altermative 2
over the long term. Alternative 4 is four-times more expensive than
Altermative 3 without providing proportional effectiveness. Alternative 5
(Incineration) is the most expensive remedy. Although Altermative 5
provides cmplete destruction of the contaminants at the Site, Alternative
3ptwidessimilar¢ffectivernssuuuaghacaﬂ:imtimoftmamentmﬂ
contaiment of the residuals at far less cost.

U.S. EPA and the State of Wisconsin believe the selected remedy represents
the maximm extent to which permanent solutions and treatment technologies
can be utilized in a cost-effective manner for the SCOU remedy at the
Hagen Farm site. Of the altermatives that are protective of human health
and the enviromment and camply with ARARs, U.S. EPA and the State have
determined that the selected remedy provides the best balance of tradeoffs
in terms of long-term effectiveness and permanence, reduction in toxicity,
mobility or volume achieved through treatment, short-term effectiveness,
implementability, cost, also considering the statutory preference for
treatment as a principal element and considering State and cammunity
acceptance.

Alternative 3 reduces the toxicity, mobility, and volume of the
contaminants in the Waste/sub~Soils; camplies with ARARs; provides long-
term effectiveness; and protects human health and the enviroment equally
as well as Alternatives 4 and 5. In terms of short-term effectiveness,
Altermative 3 has the shortest time to implement because there are no
substantive permit requirements, as needed for Alternmatives 4 ard 5.
Altermative 3 also poses minimal risk to remediation workers and the
camunity during the implementation period because it does not involve
excavating the waste. Alternmative 3 will be easier to implement
technically because it requires less construction, and achnmisu'atively
because it will require less coordination with relevant agencies. Finally,
Altermative 3 costs the least of the protective altermatives that utilize
treatment. The major tradeoffs that provide the basis for this selection
decision are short-term effectiveness, implementability, and cost. The
selected remedy is more reliable and can be implemented more quickly, with
less difficulty and at less cost than the cther treatment alternmatives and
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hﬁmfmd.tarmimdtobethemstmteaolutimforﬂn
contaminated Waste/sub-Soils at the Hagen Famm site.

The State of Wiscansin is in concaxrrence with the selected remedy. A
public cament was received concerning the cost of the remedy, ard this
mhmllymmmmimsmxy.

The grouddater contaminant plume will be addressed in a secard operable
unit. Becmuse the selected alternative treats the VoCs, which are the
cantiming soxrce of groundwater contamination, it will address the )
principal threat for the SCOU at the Site through treatment and satisfies
the preference for treatment as a principal element. In addition, during
full-scale implementation of ISVE, enhanced biological treatment of semi-
vocs will be investigated and if feasible, implemented as part of this

remedy.
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Figure 2

Site Diagram
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THAT THE UPPER COMPONENT OF THE LOW PERMEABILITY LAYER BE LOCATED AT LEAST

12 IN. BELOW THE MAXIMUM RECORDED DEPTH OF FROST WHICH WAS ESTIMATED
~ TO BE 36 IN.

SCALE: 1" = &'

STRUCTURE OF SUBTITLE C CAP (MR 181) Droan(/l‘& Chccnu%j app'd (7(/4
L (N .

WARZYN PER NR 131.44 (1))
w REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND Revisions Dot S (/- g0

FEASIBILITY STUDY

M AICN Parmi s
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TARLE 1
Groundwater Quality Summary

VOCs and Semi-VO(s at Source Characterization Uens
Hagen Farm FS

Concentrations (ug/L)

No. Wells wWith
Maximum Average(1) Detection(2)
¥oCs
2-Butanone . 4,400,000 2,620 3
Toluene ‘ 20 20 1
Ethylbenzene 2,400 99 3
Xylenes 35,000 1,066 5
Tetrahydrofuran 630,000 5,695 5
Seai-VO(s
Benzoic Acid 29,000 780 2
2,4-Dimethylphenol - 330 153 2
4-Methylphenol 6,100 243 2
Phenol 5.600 3,816 1
- 1,4-Dichlorobenzene 10 10 1
Benzyl Alcoho! . 26 26 1
Bis(2-Chloroisopropyl)Ether 19 19 |
Naphtalene 8 8 1
4-Chloro-3«Methylphenol 7 7 1
" Diethylphthalate 5 4.5 ]
Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate 34 18 3
Di-n-Octyl Phthalate 5 5 1
Notes

(1) Geometric averages for positive detects at each well are calculated for
duplicate analysis and multiple rounds, where applicable. Geometric average
were then calculated usin? one single or, where more than one sample was
obtained from & given well, average value for each well (5 wells).

(2) Out of five wells. -Some wells had more than one sample analyzed as
indicated in (1). -
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TABLE 2
Source Characterization Susmary
Analytical Results of Refuse Samples
- Hagen Farm FS
___7Concentration:===
Geometric Number of (1)
Compound Mean Maximum _Samples

Inorganic (wo/kg)

Aluminun 7,690 13,000 10

Arsenic 3.1 4.6 10

Barium 96.8 2,550 10

Cadmium 1.3 1.8 8

Calcium 23,100 43,900 10

Chromium 10.7 16 10

Cobalt 296 296 1

Copper 15.6 160 10

Iron . . 11,100 15,900 10

Lead 24.4 107 10

Magnesium 14,800 26,500 10

Manganese 329 660 10

Mercury 0.12 C.42 6

Nickel 21.6 387 10

Pottasium 659 1,140 10

Sodium 1,550 4,520 2

Vanadium_ 18.4 -29.8 10

Zinc 74.8 499 10
Semivolatiles (ug/kq)

1.4-Dichlorobenzene 280 280" 2

Naphthalene 13 46" 1

Diethylphthalate 48 4g* 1

Di-n-Butylphthalate 130 690 3

Fluoranthene 67 61 1

Butylbenzylphthalate 220 18,000 8

bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate 3,410 120,000 9
"Di-n-Octyl Phthalate 320 5,300 7

Phenanthrene 53 67° 2

Unknown Semivolatiles(2) 1,261,985 10
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Compound

Pesticide/PCB's (ug/kg)
. Dieldrin

4,4'-DDE

4,4'-DDD

4,4'-D0T

PCB-1242

PCB-1248

PCB-1254

Notes

RSO8 duplicate.

TABLE 2
(Continued)
Concentration
Seometric

Mean Maxi

11.6 11.6

18.2 18.2

11.9 128

19.2 19.2

104.8 284

338 338

222 222

Number of (1)
Samples

[V S Y O

(1) Out of 10 total sampling locations (Test Pits RSOl to RS10), excluding

(2) Sum of tentatively identified compounds.

* Indicates concentration is below method quantitation limit.

estimated.

value is



Maximm Pedaral Stats State
Cxpoands CQncenmtmation Sandaxd  Sandaxg  Standard Sagvce
o) (L) (ES)
2-tutancne 4,400,000 NA 90t 460! 8w
Ethylbenzens 4,400 7001 272 1360 Wi
Tolusns 850 2,0001 €8.6 343 w
Xylenss 35,000 10,0003 124 620 8H
Tetrahydrofuran 630,000 N/A 10 50 8w
Vinyl chloride? Y g/ 2 0.0015 0.2 W
Arsenic? 25.2 50 5 50 s
Barium 1,570 1,000 200 1000 s
1ead 6 50 5 50 soP
Mercury 6.5 2 0.2 2 SW

l.h'?gcsedstarﬁaxﬂs
2. 10™° cancer risk for vinyl chloride is 0.015 ug/l, amd far arsenic is

0.03 uy/l.
3. 1aad wvas detected at concentyation of 997 ug/l in leachats well.

* MC1: Maximm Contaminant Isvel, Drinking Water Regulation

* PAL: Preventive Action Limit, Ch. NR 140

¢ ES : Enforcement Stardard L

¢ 8OWN: Source Characterization Well located at refuse disposal area
* MV : Monitoring well located at ar aroud lamdfill

€ N/A: Not Available

¢+ All of above campauxds were rot detected above detection limit at
backgramnd groodwater well.

. 80 ® 0 . L]



RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
HAGEN FARM SITE
SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT
DANE COUNTY, WISCONSIN

HIRPOSE

This responsiveness summary, required by the Superfund Law,
provides a summary of citizen’s comments and concerns identified
and received during the public comment period, and U.S. EPA’s
responses to those comments and concerns. All comments received
by U.S. EPA during the public comment period will be consideread
in the selection of the remedial alternative for the Site. The
responsiveness summary serves two purposes: It provides U.S. EPA
with information about community preferences and concerns
regarding the remedial alternatives, and it shows members of the
community how their comments were incorporated into the decision-
making process.

This document summarizes one written comment received during the
public comment period of July 11 to August 10, 1990. The public
meeting was held at 7:00 p.m. on August 2, 1990 at Dunkirk Town
Hall, Stoughton, Wisconsin. No comments were submitted during
the public meeting.

OVERVIEW

The preferred alternative for the Hagen Farm site was announced
to the public just prior to the beginning of the public comment
period. The preferred alternative includes:

* Installation of a WDNR required NR 504 solid waste cap
over disposal area A after consolidation;

* In-Situ Vapor Extraction of the waste refuse and sub-
surface soils in disposal area A;

* Off-gas treatment through carbon adsorption.
PUBLIC COMMENT AND AGENCY RESPONSE
COMMENT: It is unwise to spend more than $2 million of the

taxpayers’ money to remediate the Hagen Farm site which will not
affect anyone. The money should be spent to control cigarette

-. smoking which kills thousands of people each year. - In addition,

the commentor stated U.S. EPA should be active in alleviating
*"drunk drivers."

RESPONSE;: It is believed that the wastes in the Hagen Farm
landfill have been contaminating the groundwater at the site. If
the Agency does not remediate this contaminated landfill now, the
landfill would contaminate the groundwater continuocusly in the
future, and people who use.this groundwater as their drinking
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wvater will be affected. Therefore, it is important and wige to
remediate the contaminated landfill. We expect that the funds to
remediate this site will come from the parties determined to be
potentially responsible for the contamination, not from the
taxpayers. The issue of a referendum concerning smoking in
public places is not within the scope of the Superfund progranm.
Instead, this is a local matter and should be addressed to the
city council. U.S. EPA alsoc cannot address the comnentor’s _
statement on "drunk drivers" because that subject is not within
the scope of the Superfund program. Such concerns should be
brought to the attention of State or Local lawmakers.
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SOLID WASTE TELEFAX NQ., 609-267-2788

September 6, 1990 | IN REPLY REFER TO: 4440
Mr. Valdas V. Adamkus, Regional Administrator 0: W™D
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency CC: RF

230 S. Dearborn Street FREEMAN
Chicago, IL 60604 i

SUBJECT: Selected Superfund Remedy
Hagen Farm Site
Dunkirk Township, Dane County, WI

Dear Mr. Adamkus:

The Department {s providing you with this letter to document our position on
the proposed source control operable unit for the Hagen Farm Site. The
proposal, as identified in the draft Record of Decision, includes the
following:

Alternative 3: In-Situ Vapor Extraction and Capping

Non-native waste materials from disposal areas B and C
would be consolidated to disposal area A. The waste and
contaminated sub-soil materials in disposal area A would
be treated using In-Situ Yapor Extraction (ISVE). A low

~ permeability cap -meeting the Wisconsin requirements for
capping municipal landfills will be placed over disposal
area A.

Estimated Costs: Construction - $2,679,400
Operation and Maintenance - $29,530
30 Year Present Worth - $3,299,000
The total 30 year present net worth for the Hagen Farm Source Control Operable

Unit 1s approximately $3,299,000. The Department concurs with Alternative 3,
as described in the Record of Decision for this operable unit.

RECEIVED

SEP 12 1599 )

U. S. EPA REG] :
OFFICE OF REGIOAL ADM%PJ‘STSRATOR
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- —Mr. Adamkus - September 6, 1990 , _ 2

The State of Wisconsin will contribute 10% of the remedial action costs
associated with this source control operable unit at the Hagen Farm Site if
the potentially responsible parties {PRPs) do not agree to fund the remedy.
This assurance assumes that EPA will pursue all legal action against the PRPs,
including issuance of a unilateral order and litigation of such order, prior

to expending the Fund.

¥We also understand that our staff will continue to work in close consultation
with your staff during the remaining Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
work associated with the groundwater control operable unit at the Hagen Farm
Site, as well as during the design and construction of the source control
operable unit remedy.

Thank you for your support and cooperation in addressing this contamination
problem at the Hagen Farm Site in Dunkirk Township. If you have any questions
regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Paul Didier, Director of the Bureau -
of Solid and Hazardous Waste Management, at (608) 266-1327.

Sincerely,

C. D(Besadny
Secretary

CoB:S8

cc. Lyman Wible - AD/5
Linda Meyer - LC/5
Paul Didier - SW/3
Joe Brusca - SOD
i Pat McCutcheon/Mike Schmoller - SOD ) .
~  Jae Lee - EPA Region V (5HS/11)
Mark Giesfeldt/Sue Bangert/Terry Evanson - SW/3
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Administrative Record Index
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REMEDTAY, & ENFORCEMENT RESPONSE BRANCH

SIGN-OFF SHEET

Site: f/ajen anw Sz‘/e/ WL
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W
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. Ttem: Notice Letter [ ]  Information Request

Administrative order [X] Other

Control Correspandence [ ]

Special Notice Lir
MUST BE MATIED BY:

Sign-off (Names not required s/b scratched) -

(]
(1]

RERB Date ORCH*/* Date
Suppart Staff Counsel
REM .. 3-5-3/ Unit Chief

Unit Chi 3/</91 Section chi
e By

P T

Kelley ) W 3’6“0“ R‘egicnal Counsel
| ** if ORC concurrence not
* if consultation has
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Niedergang Pof fr MY 3-6-A4)

mmm%&ﬁzé/ﬂw

Retarn to:\.\ae L-e& | , SiS-11 for mailing,

Phone § _ =~ Date retumed for mailing

[RERB:sw1:04/12/90]
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Special Notice Ltr []
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/ ~ it chief N
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i %\){xﬁg
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Others:
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%«% | 230 f.~=ou$'|-'|E gg"n%oau ST.

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60604

o * UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
i _

MAR 07 1991
CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Waste Management of Wisconsin, Inc.
c/o Ms. Anne Straw

Suite 1000

Two Westlrook Corporate Center
P.O. Bax 7070

Westchester, Illinois 60154

RE: Hagen Farm Superfund Site
Dane County, Wisconsin

REPLY TO ATTENTION OF:

Dearl!s. Straw:

Enclosed is a unilateral Administrative Order issued by the United States
Envirommental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) under Section 106 of the
Caprehensive Envirormental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980,
as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reautharization Act of 1986
(CB?CIA), 42 U.S C. 9601, et seq

Please mt:e that the Effective Date of the Admi.nistrative Onier (Order) is
March 15, 1991. Also, please note that a conference has been scheduled for
March 13, 1991, 10:00 am in the northwest cormer conference roam on the 11th
floor, U.S. EPARegionV 230 South Dearbarn Street, Chicago, Illinois. The
p\nposeofthemeetinglstodlswssthemmimstratlvemdermﬂits
applicability to your company.

If you have any questions regarding the Order, please do not hesitate to
cantact Jae B. Lee, Remedial Project Manager, at (312) 886-4749, or Jeffrey A.
Cahn, Assistant Regional Counsel, at (312) 886~6670.

Sincerely yours,

- David A. Ullrich

Director, Waste Management Division
Enclosure

cc: (w/encl) P. Didier

4\<



Appendix IIT
Scope of Work (SOW)



